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TA3I3 C? CON'TEM'IS 

— Page 

I, PETITION FCl DISB/J?1E^^T CR DI3CIPLIN/JII ACTION 1 

. A# Introduction •••••**•*!* *"*r*j.**.*V*T* ^ 

I'he Tennessee Coda Annotated authorizes xndividnals 
to fila proceedings in Circuit Court 

2 

B* 

b'picific Claims are nine in numoer 

C. Pr oposed Extended Lino for Court Inqid^ • ^ 

^‘addition to Plaintiffs *;it is suggested tnat 

court revi 37 f other cases, both criminal and cxvol, 
including the celebrated James Earl. Hay case 

2 

D. Remedy. '"**** VI T, a. 

(F“ftnding of guilty by juiT, recoimendod that 

Defendant be disbarred and/or disciplined; and tnau 
Defendant make other restitution and recompense 



II* 



PTTX 0? PARTICULARS..... 

A. Point 1: “^:‘J:YI>r-LY INT RQDUCINQ INCCHPLEIS _Ajg 

t 0TiGR;YISS ^ 



B« 

Co 



Point 2: ia:cmtvGLY BmO DJCl??Cy ONLY P/JITIAL CASE 

FILES TO SUPPCHT ALIiSAfiDglS > * . *3 

Point 3: C'^TIIiO ASPE RSIONS UPC^ L ITIGANTS iTHSN^^ 

not ^IATSPJS S AltP/ClR Ai^~SU3S£0Ul^rLY Ny SUPPGHTSD 

FURTHER ^ PHOQF >4 



Do 

Eo 



Point hi IIAKIII G STIPUIAtEGNS AND AGRESllSNTS J7ITH 
FS1' 3/Jl THi\T iJ<E WILLY iTiLLY RSSCII'IDE^) . • . • .5 

Point 5: CoFoSaATING ISS UES 'uinglCESSiUHLY' FOR Tig ^ 
PU?J>C6E CF^EiAY^^DEFSAT OF JI^TICS o 



F. 



point 6: ItTRODUCXIjQ 0?g.Y PARTIAL SVIDE?lCS:>Tg 

S UPPORT A tSCLMu/E OUJd A.GAIN3T LITIGANT A^ 
?r.!3 KNG>'/i:iG TKAT THE RgrLvil’IPgR OF THE ETCTSNC^ 
NULLgXES THE CL/dU 



Go Point 72 TO U^^ 

ITS E71ilCISS 

DSIJYIhli PLAINTIFF EQUAL PRCTECTIuN BEFORE *nG LAjT.... 7 



H. Point 8: STA MDEPJNG PLAIICTF TO ?^r/S REPORTER FOR 

puppets CF pPEv^NTINa AkTICLS PgaiaTSTTtATXKG RSLA^CT^ 
oiTT^n A Vr.fr<I\vi5% PHi TO STATE ACTICKS. . . . . . . 










-ii- 



I. Poin*. 9: Cim’G CASES SUT ARS MOT RSIAIED TO 

-ns ISSIES, ATiP AI30 DZCUxtIKP rA\T THS PRE?0:'aEP^ 
iU.'CE G-’ CASS3 CIT£D~~AM)' THSS KOT CITED AHS OV~ja- ' 
7 r>:-L:':i::G i:-: B2F£}o;t>g'3 fa van v/:-S:<\ IM fact, Ttis 



oppcais IS ?au3 8 

m. Sl2iUP.X AJiD 2PF3C? ON PIJSJH'ilFF CF 'OHEBECAL ACTS'. 9 



State has reduced Plaintiff 'to pauper status, and 
isaintalricd bin there; has pursued Plaintiff froa 
enpleyer to employer, and even novr unlavriTuUy and 
unethically attacks PlaintiXf's present ecqjloyer 



f 

17* CITATIGIS AI'o) LEGAL PRINCIPLES AND REFERENCES .10 

A. Citv*\tlons and Legal Principles........ ....••••.10 



V^hareiri ars dozens of cases and principles 

denonstra ting that the above Bill of Particulars 
is reasonable, and also grounds for Disbarnient and/ 
or Disciplinary proceedings. 



Bo Hefercncesoo.o 

V/nerein are cited cases, at tomies, CiianceHors, 
documents, magnetic ‘tape, and other evidence to 
fom the body of the case before the jury 

Vo CER7IFIGATE OF ACCURACY AND PAUPER >S. CAIH. l6 

A. Certificate of Accuracy ... .o». lo 



B. Pauperis Qath i 
/ 
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lo PETITION FOl DISaMUEKT OR DISCIPLINAilY ACTICI^ 

Ao Introduction 

This petition is brotight before the court under Tennessee Code 
(29-303, 309, 310) authoiising any individual to file proceedings in Circuit 
Court against any attorney who is guilty of any unprofessional conduct, 
dishonesty, malpractice, or any conduct which renders him unfit to bo a mem ber 
of the bar (TGA 29-303, par® (5)); and ytho shall commit or may have cosmritted 

1 23 

any misdemeanor involving moral turpitude (TUI 29-303, Par. (1)) • 

B. Charges 

SPECIETC CIAEvS in this petition will cover the alleged unethical 
practices of Defendant respecting relations with Utigants and with fellow 
bar members, including, but not ultimately limited to, the foUoviring points: 

1. KncTTingly introducing incomplete and otherwise misleading affidavits; 2« 
KnoTdrgly introducing only partial case files to support allegations; 3© Casting 
aspersions against litigants that are immaterial and are not subsequently support^ 
by either further argumentation or proof; I;® liaklng stipulations and agreements 
with fellow bar members that are thereafter Tilly nil3y rescinded; 5© Obfuscatiz;^ 
issues xmneccssarily for the purpose of delay and the defeat of justice; 6® Jxxtrc^ 
ducing onHy partial evidence ti support a negative claim against litigant all the 
time knowing that the remainder of the evidence nullifies the claim; 7® Offering ^ 
to use the porrer of the Attorney General Office either in a Tray contrarj” to law, 
or, by selectively inhibiting its exercise thereof, denying Plaintiff equal 
protection before the law; 8® Slandering Plaintiff to news reporter for purpose 
of preventing article demonstrating relationship of Plaintiff* s problems to 
State actions; 9© Citing cases that are not related to the issues, and also 
declaring to court that the preponderance of cases are overwhelming in Defendant’s 
favor when, in fact, the opposite is tirua® 



! 



i 





c, 



, proocccd actanded line for Court Inc?iaiy_ _ _ 

It is raspectfoUy su-gested that the Court direct inquiry' iiito the past 
one and a half to tv;o years of files, v.harein Defendant has defended or prosecuted, 
to ascertain if tha above pattern also holds true for other cases. In particular, 
for exanple, and fron infoiaaation and taovrledge received, the celebrated Janos 
Early Bay case, convicted hi He r of Ifartin Luther /Cing, ■niU p*obably be found 
congested ,ath similar incidents of unethical behavior on the part of Defendant. 

(Jin Lesar, Attornayfl231 Uth St. S. \T, Vfashington D, C. 2002li). Fron other 
inforoaUon received, at least one falsehood will be found in the Nashville 
Civil Suit 7U-2U5, Cincinnati Court of Appeals. By revie^ving past files and 
...... .in g opposing attornies, the Court can rapdily ascertain whether or not 

the pattern heroin declared is and has been wide spread, possibly resulting 
in the nis-carriage of justice for.both Crininal.and Civil I^w, wherever Defendant 
has practised. Perhaps the Court will also take cognisance of the severe damage 
that can te done by a practising attorney who performs unathi^ and fraudulent 
behavior before the bar also as an Attorney General Assistant normally presumed 
by the Courts' to have the best interests of the people in mind at all tixees. . . i 

D* Resedy _ ^ 

1. On the Jury finding Defendant guilty, on one or more points as charged, 

^8 

herein ;and in other oases as the Court directs its inquiry, that the Defendant 
ba recommended for summary disbarment and/or disoiplinad’^according to the measure 

of tho Ck)T 2 rt*s findings ® r 

2. That the Court direct the Defendant to make sudi other restitution aM 

recoa^jonse as necessary, feasible, and appropriate, according to the Jury's 

17 . . 

inquiry and the Court* s findings © 
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u. bul c? p'ji'nraiA.Ts 

A. point 1: KMa,TIKGLY IKgaDUCI-VS IKCa P LETS AKO OffigT/gSE IISISADI^ 

U, 5, 0, 16> 18, 1 $ 
affid/.tcis .’ ' 

la Case A-311»2^^ Defendant filed and hixaseK signed an affidavit 
purporting to she;/ that Civil Engineers ;rere required to sUdy land surveying 
co-orses at Vanderbilt University. This affidavit vras supported by tv;o duplicated 
college catalog pages, the first and the third in a sequence of three related 
to the topic of discussion. By deliberately leaving out the middle page. 

Defendant thereby made appear to the Co-^t that his allegations vrere true, when, 
in fact, the middle page of the three denied his assertxon. ^ 

P^feronoes: Technical Record Case A-3^> Robert Kaaenshine^ 
also see footnol^es 9 10* 

B. Point 2; KUOTimi^- INTRCT)UGP;G 0?n.Y PARTIAl CASS FILES TO SUPPgT 

1 », 8 , 16 , 18 

ALffiGATIOKS . 

Boring pre-trial phases in Case A-l 8 U 0 ^^fer^t alleged to 
have brought to the attention of Chancellor and Plaintiffs attorneys a prior 
complete case file from Federal Court, thereby pemitting Defendant to claim 
res judicata as a defense, and also appearing to demolish Plaintiffs case 
against the state. Finding that a single Uotion for Kon-suit remained in the 
Federal file effectively countered State's claim to res judicata. 

aeferenccs: Case A-l31iO of Exceptions, corrected copy Ues 

James Peterseni^Attomey; Court approved recortog ^s 
availabl^^ ^o Jack Thompson in?“Attwney; Ctoce^or 
Ben Cantrellr Federal Court Records to he found teth 
^ Nashville Federal Court and in Technical Record, Case 
A~18U0j also see footnotes 9 and 10. 



r 



-l- 









C. poi-nt 3; av3?i:.-g AS?2."SXC:3 U?0;) LITiaA?."5 Ta3?> NO? VACaiAL A:a/pg 

AHS SU3S2QIE::rrLY not SUPPCRTSD by EirnivR FUBTHER ARGUlSIITATIQlLgi 

1*. 6, 8, 11, 16, 19, 20, 21 

PHOCF. ^ ^ ^ ^ 

1* Defendant accused Plaintiff in Case A—18U0 of stealing * 
docments fron Secretary of State Office that *jrould shovr the true teacher tenure 
la\T to be five years instead of three years. After trial, subsequent searci^^^ 
revealed copies of letters easily available to both the Attorney General and the 
Board of Education (Regents) shorring that then Attorney General^ ITcCanless did 
not approve then CoaziLssioner of Education V/harf request for change of tenure 
lavTo 

References: See letters attachment 1 and 2, hereto; ^ 

. * Bill of Exceptions, Case A-lSUO; Chancellor 

Ben Cantrell J Attorneys Petersen and Thompson. 

2. Other incidents in Case A-18U0 are numerous and consisting 
chiefly of iEnnaterial and unsubstantiated testiraoiv or comments aJLmed at destroying 
the legitimate legal case hy destroying the credibility and character of Plaintiff. 
These attempts include page 1 and page 2 of a certain pre-trial notion wherein 
Defer^dant writes that Plaintiff **..obas been a misfit in every Job he ever held. 

The fact that he vras tolerated at Tennessee State Chiversity for four years is 
remarkable.'* In a later document entitled ilOTICUJ FOR A N2?/ TRIAL AIID, IN THE 
ALTERI^ATEVE, FOR AN AMS2R)HENT OF JBDGiiENT, Paragraph U, Page 2, Defendant writes r 
a series of clains that are (a) entirely false; (b) half-truths; (c) mis-directiva 
to the Court; (d) knowingly" slanderous and untrue by Defendant's own research 
efforts during and before pre-trial stages. 



' ( 
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Eeforanccss See Bill of Exceptions in entirety. Case A l81;0j 

Int2rogatorics^5 taken \jy Eafendant faTorablo 
to Plaintiff but nob subjaitted to trial Court; 
Chancellor Ben Cantrell; Attorneys Petersen 
and Thospsono 

also see footnotes 9 aiid 10# ' 



Do Point hz UXKD^ STI?UU1I0?S AMD AGHE£?.E:IIS \TLTd FEULm BAH MEH3SR3 Ttlk? 

15 . 16 , 18 

ABE STILLY NULY RESCILh^EDo ^ ^ 

1, Defendant stipulated that change of teacher tenure time from three 

ykiors to five years was not signed by Attorney General, as required by law, 

during pre-trial conferer.ceo Subsequently, in trial, defendant refused to so 

stipulate, although having no factual basis for turnabout, preferring, apparently, 

to uso this factor as basis to later introduce evidence construed to be damaging 

to Plaintiff, for the sole purpose of character assassination. 

Haferencos: See Bill of Exceptions, Case A ISUP; Chanca3J.or 

. Caatreli; Attorneys for Plaintiff ^etersen and 
Tnompson. 

also see footnotes 9 and 10 o 

2. Defendant advised by letter that if Plaintiff *s attorney, Case 
30 

A 31»|2 would agree to drop challenge to Statens police poorer. Defendant would 

agree to go for s\urcnary judgment . Subsequently Defendiuit reneged on this agreement, 

leaving Plaintiff in weaker position, causing unnecessary case delay which caused 

and is causing hardship ca Plaintiff, and providing himself with an oppcsrfcunity 

to further obfuscate issues to the detriment of plaintiff© 

Keferences : Robert Kanenshipe^; Letter hold by “‘Ganshina; 

Chancellor High^° 
also see footnotes 9 and 10© 



V 
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E. ?oi-lfc Q3yUSC/v7I>S ISS'JSS U^n-ECESSJJtlLY FOn I KE PUlgCSE OF .AM? 

8, 16, 18, 19, 2U, 26, 27 
EliFEAT OF JOS lies. * 



1, During the first hearing an case A3H*2^^ the Chancellor offered to 
give suscary judgment in Plaintiff's favor.. Qa Defendant's guarantee that 
Isportant factual issues must be resolved. Court directed Attomies to resolve 
the factual issues® During pre-trial conference Defendant offered several 
extreaaly veaJc issues that vfero inmediately stipulated. Defendant refused to 
accept stipulations, thus further obfuscating issues, creating thereby an additional 
year of delay that has seriously damaged Plaintiff ' s ability and ri^t to earn 
a living, and thereby defeating the cause of justice. This unnecessary and ill- 



founded delay also peraitted Defendant to move against Plaintiff's employer in 



unfair nanner. 



thus also threatening Plaintiff's solo source of incone. 



References ; 



Chancellor Dtovvota^I Robert Xainnienshiiie^9 Technical 
Record Case A 3lU2^^« 



Related to section 1, above, and also displaying the tma motive 
behind unnillingness to accept stipulation and also claiming that factual issues 
must be heard, is the follorang: After obfuscating a year's delay. Defendant 

moved to include the charge that Plaintiff ras practising Land Surveying without 
a license, striving to attach this criminal charge to a permissive Civil Suit, and 
without proof or foundation. Defendant also signed complaint against Plaintiff's 
oaoloyer before Board of Eyami ners for Land Surveyors, charging said employer with 
fraud, deceit, and aiding and abetting the practice of Land Surveying vdthout a 
license, ®y signing the complaint himself, and also becoming the witness a^inst 

Plaintiff's employer. Defendant also and at the same time performs as prosecutor 



by pro:<y, all based upon knovringly faulty and deliberately misconstrued information, 
thus substantiating Plaintiff’s thesis that Defendant practices personal vendetta 
agaiTwt Plaintiff, tiros also mis-using the position of his office ^ the Attorney 




General Assistan\^. 



I 
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Referencss: Clianccllor Kigh^j Tc:a Jennings, Jro38AttomG/; 

Jack R« ^nder;TOod^• ii^bers or Board of Exaninerc 
for Land Siar/eyors«°. Oaiy SLaokbiam^Attornsyj 
Robert ^enshitie^? The Sachnical Record “Case 
A 

F. Point 6: I>;?ROK:cr::- Q.'iLY PAHIXAL EVID5?iGS 70 SUPPORT A .’rSO-^/JITS 
cunt AG/j.i'ST Linatr* all Trz ?2.s loiamici mu.'r trl re.’.ai;id2R of t:-3 evids::cs 

yjILIFIFS CG 

lo Derendant claimed in Case A-181;0 that plaintiff had 
»• •' 

National Science Foundation grant terminated sol^ because of Plaintiff *s 
incompetence, this despite contrary affidavits sought by Defendant, and in 
Defendant's hands, signed and sv;ore by National Science Foundation Executives 
shorring satisfaction vrith Plaintiff's performance. 

References: Bill of Exceptions, Case A-I 8 UO; Affidavits 

signed by Alfred Borg and Jerome Dane^? 
other documents to be found in Technical Record 
of A-18U0. 

also see footnotes 9 and 10. 



G. Point 7: CFFEPvING TO USE THE PQ^ CF THE ATTCTiH^Y GENSR;>L G^?ICS 

EITHER IK A VXC CONTPARf TO IAV;> OR, BY SELECTIVELY INHIBITINa lis gCERCISE, 
JiSRSHT DBI.TOJG PLAINTIFF SQ3;j. PROIECTION BSFOB TH3 LAVr» ^* 

1. During pre-trial negotiations. Case A 181;0, Defendant offered 
a deal in return for dropping the Case. Defendant offered to intercede \vith the 
Board of Examiners for Land Surveyors to aid Plaintiff in getting his license. 

Vihen Plaintiff filed an affidavit during trial exposing the preferred arrangaiients. 
Defendant stated that the offer v.'as unqualified^^ The Court should respectfully 
note that if tha Beard of Eicamir.ers for land Surveying acted lav/fully in dan}iAg.^ 
Plaintiff right to take examination, then presumably the Attorney General Cffice 
^ not have the rignt anu auusority to interfere vrith the process. Conversely, 



is tho Beard of Etr^mLners for Land Surveying act-::d unla\7fully, t:ien Plaintiff 
had right to equal protection before tho iavrs through Attorney Ger*oral Office, 
iri'espective of **deal 5 *'’ Court should also talce cognisant of the fact that 
after a year*s delay, and in spite of thid offer r^de before tl^ Court, Defendant 
no*.Y incorrectly charges Plaintiff vn.th practising land surveying 'iVithout a 
license* 

References: Bill of Exceptions, Case 18I;0; Technical 

Record, Case IQIO; Richard Buerger^Attornoy 

H. Point 8: SL^ADSPINQ PLUNTIFF TO REPORTER FOR PURPOSE OF PRSVBMTIh^ 

/wRTICLE DEMaSTRATING REL/vTIOl^SHI? CF PUINTIFF^S PRG3Li:.VS TO STATS ACTION 

1* A news reporter called Defendant to explain that he r/as 
considering v/riting a feature article on Plaintiff, and Plaintiff *s five years 
of troubles with various state functionaries. Defendant inmediately begin to 
slander Plaintiff in ways calculated to discourage the reporter from pursuing 
the topic o ^ 

^ References: see footnote 

I. Point 9: CITIIiG CASES THAT ARE NOT RELATED TO T?IS ISSUES, Aim ALSO 

DECL&jmTx TH/.T THE PREPCIDERANCE CF CASES CITED AhD THCSS NOT CITED AHE OVEi?wHEIArLtI} 

PI pafsaiiier's favor ’.■■•ks.v, ih fac?, the opfcsits is gvus. * » >>'»-’ 

1. In Case A 181»0 Defendant submitted before the Court a half 
page of citations purporting to prove his claim, and also declared that a certain 
case was the sole key casej he also asserted to the Court that the preponderance 
of cases was oven*iielming in Defendant's favor* Subsequent research demonstrated 
that virtually none of the citations were related to the case, that there vrere 
two key cases, under different conditions, and that all cases cited v/ere extremelj- 
old, since contravened by a preponderance of state and federal cases which 
demonstrated e:- 2 ictly opposite Court rulings* 

Reference: See Technical Hecord. Case A 18L0 
also footnote 9 and iO 
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m. su:2:j^ /j:d e^ct oi; m^ir^^EiaL ac?s^ 

A* ^his petitioner furthei' shorrs and avoirs that ho is a 
pauper, having been reduced to t his condition by unl’av/ful state actions, and having 
been centinuod in this condition because or his inability to obtain a license for 
land surveying from a board v:hich he alleges is unconstitutionally formed; 

Bo That he has filed a suit^^against the aforementioned Board, 
seeking to remove its restraints on his abilitj' to earn a living; 

Co That during the course of a year during v/hich said lawsuit 
has been pending in the Chancery Court for Davidson County, Plaintiff, greatly 
to his distress and continued detriment, has been subjected to inordinate 
delays and extra-legal personal abuse on the part of Defendant, in his office 
of Assistant Attorney General o 

Do That said Defendant, having been adiministratively removed from 
jE^ltu^e reuresenta tdons of the Boai’d of Sbeaminers for I*and Surveyors, continues on 
Plaintiff’s case, and also files personal and malicious complaints against • 
Plaintiff’s eiroloyer in an effort to get the Board to revoke the Plaintiff’s t 
employer’s license o 

Eo Tluit Defendant, having been involved in other actions brought 

13 

by Plaintiff in years past has a personal and abiding prejudice against 

Defendant beyond all reason for the nonnal adversary role, the basis to which 

Plaintiff does not understand, but nonetheless exists; 

Fo Th^ Defendant, knorring and being fully apprised that Plaintiff’s 

very livelihood and hope for the future success in suj^orting his rather large 

family depends on this case being e:q5editicusly resolved, has used all manner of 

tactics, legal, extra-legal, and unethical to prevent a speedy and timely 

29 

resolution of the lavrsuito 



IVo CXTATI0J3 AJD LSG/iL PRI^*CI?L23 P2S^j:E:fnQ]^ 

Ao Citations and legal ftindples 

1. iiisdeneanor as used herein is the equivalent of professional 
Elis behavior azui is not necessarily used in any technical sense of an offense 
punishable by fins or impriscr^nent© 

2© I^oral turpitude cen^risos everything done contrary to 
justice, honesty, or good morals, and misconduct in reference to one’s duties and 
obligations as an attorney, in conduct contrary to justice, honesty, modesty, or 
good morals. •*' 

3o The legislature did not intend to limit the power to 
disbar to the causes specifically mentioned, but there- may be disbarment for any 
good cause© Ingersoll v© Coal Creek* Coal cOo (1906), 117 Tenn© 263, 98 S© XT, 178, 

9 lo ?w. A. (N© S© ) 282, H9 An. St© 1003, 10 Ann. Cas 829© 

I*. False Evidence, presenting or penult ting, as ground 
for dis oarment 3dt. A© I© E. 866© 

5© Perjury as ground for disbarment or suspension of attorney, 

9 A© L. H© 200; k3 A© L© R© UO; A© L© R. 1375o 

6© In disbarment proceeding for ... abuse of witnesses 
where no proof was introduced to support more than ha lf of the charges against 
the wi-tnesseso.odisbanaent VTas proper© State ex rel turner v. Denman (1952), — 

Tenn. App© , 259 S. W. (2d)891© 

7o A single act of misconduct or indescretion may not alone 
j^tiiy discipline but where discipline is not ordered for the single act such act 
may later combine -with subsequent acts to justify a judgment of laifitness and 
discipline. Berte v. Chattanooga Bar Assn. (1968), $8 Sean. App. 636, 1 j36 S. Wj, 

(2d) 296. 
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8o Fabrication or suppression of evidence as ground of 

disciplinary action against attomeyo 1;0 Ao L® Ho (3d) 169 o 

9o If a la\7yer is accused of nisconduct in handling a 
case then any part of the i^cord in that case which evidences the nrLsconduat or 
its circumstances is adrissable© Berks V© Chattanooga Ear Assn® (1968), 

Tonno App® 636 , 1i 36 S® VT® (2d) 296© 

10® Pleadings and proof in cases in which an attorney 
appeared either as an attorney or as a party can be offered in evidence to the 
extent that they are relevant to the issue of fitness to practice©. ••Tennessee 
Bar yvssn© v© Berke (I960) I 4.8 Tenn© -^pp© lltO, S© '•7® (2d) 

11® Although an attomey v/ho ccnducts a case is privileged, 
as Icng as the matter introduced by 'him is relevant to the issue, in a few iristances 
the courts have disbarred an attorney who aspersed , the character of a litigant, 
wh^re, in the opinion cf the court such aspersion 7;as irrelevant, and generally 
indicative of an obtuse moral and ethical attitude %7hich unfitted such attorney 
for the practice of the law© Re liacy (1921) IO 9 Kan© 1, ll; A® I© H© 8U8, 196 Pac© 
1095; He Hansen (1918) 182 APP© Biv; 568, 169 N© I© Supp® 881; A© I© R© Fo U9U- 
CH/iPACER OH R2PUTATICN OF IITIGAI%T?- AS aROlOT FOR DISB/JdlENT 0? ATTCHIEY© 
12. TOIe a license to engage in the practise of law will 
not be revoked for trivial causes, impropriety, or breaches of good taste, discipline 
for misconduct is not limited to cases vrhere the attorney's acts are infamous or 
of a gross or seidous nature© XU© — People ex rel® Chicago Bar Ass'n v© Lottenrian, 
187 N© 2© 353 nio 399; Okl© Git; Pa. Cit; S® D® dt; \Us. Cit; I^*ds y. Board 

of Governance of Pennsylvania Bar, 173 A.© 652, 316 Pa© 193© 

13© An attorney is admitted as a member of the bar to 
promote the ends of justice, and that implies something more than private gain — 

In re Bond 31 P© (2d) 921, 168 Ckl, I 6 I; See C© J© S® Attorney and Client:, Par© 19^ 



•n 



73h nore citations 



r 



Hie Attoxney inist conduct his activities so that he 
repeatedly open to assaults ^upon his honor^ and repeated iailura 



to do so raises suspicion of unfitness and tends to discredit the profession — 
People ex ral Chicago B^r Ass»n v, Sherrdn k No Eo (2d) U77, 361+ Ulo 350; 
nore citations in C. Jo S, Cp* GLt, page 73 5o 



flagrant, or shameless, and which shovrs a moral indifference to the opinion of 
the good and respectable aenbers of the epmnunityo Co Jo So Op, CLto 



shcrrs such intentional fraud on the court or client as involves moral turpitude* 
Co Jo So Cp* Cit* *, 



morality, but it is the application of the accepted standards of right and T/rong 
to the condxict of professional men in the business relations peculiar to their 



with their clients, making false and scandalot^ reicarks concsrriing then, etc^ 
constitutes ground for disciplinary proceedings o Co J* S, Cpo Cit, Page 7SLo 



or obstract justice is a ground for suspension or disbarment..* endeavoring by 
dishonest means to mislead the court or juiy*,oA duty rests on the courts to 
icaincain the integrity of the legal profession by disbarring attorney’s v»*ho 
inculge in practices designed to bring the courts or the profession into disrepute, 
or to p’^sqpetrate a fraud on the courts, or to corrupt and defeat the administration 
of justice: People ex rel* Chicago Bar Ass»n v. ^hexn-/in, k N* E^ (2d) 1 ; 77 , 361; HI* 
350* An attorney may be suspended or disbarred for perverting, or attempting to 



l5o Immoral conduct is that conduct which is willful. 



16 o lialpractico by an attorney comprises any conduct which 



17 o Professional ethics is not a distinct system of 




19o Conduct on the part of an attorney tending to subvert 




> 



> 
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roid... filing a sh£in ensTrer or affidavit for the purpose of delay •..roid... 
subnittir.g only a partial statement of material facts, kr.crai to hin*. .Ibido.o 
prosecuting a claim 2cjo-;.n to him to be isijust and Td.thout merit# ••Ibid# •• 

20# PenmLtting client to testify falsely — In re ^^oover, 

(Aris li6 Po (2d) 61;7o 

21. Ltlsreprcsentaticn to discredit Tdtrissces — 3En re 
Petzger, 31 H2.7.*aii 929 o ! 

22 o Zealousness no excuse — In re Hoover, 9p® Cito 

23 o Citing a case as controlling without informing the 
court of unrpported decisioris known to him which discredit it; Hatter of V , 
hZ No y. S. 268, 10 App. DiVo li91o 

2i*o Piling falsa or sham pleadings; In re Tinney, 1?6 
N# Y. S, 102, 187 A?p« Divo 569 — 6 C# jj p 597 note 2U# 

25 * Misconduct of an attorney acting in an official 
capacity such as attorney general has been held to constitute a ground for 
his suspension or disbarment; In re Becker, 203 No Y© ^# li37, 208 App# IHvo 221; 

— C# J# p 600 note S3 (b)# 

26 o Using criminal procedure or threatening crinanal 
proceedings to enforce a civil claim; Co J# ^# Op Cit 760# ••blackmailing; 

Ibid; It was dishonorable and unprofessional for an attorney to cause prosecution 
to be instituted vrithout foundation or probable cause to bring about a settlement 
of a civil action# ooln re. V.agr.oner, 199 No Vi# 2hh, hi S# C* UOl# 

• $ 3L 

27m Giving false testimony befoi^ investigating boards 
In re Kohler, 2?0 N. Y. S, 63 !;^ 22*0 App. Div, 531 — In re Branch, 165 N. Y. s. 

6S8, 178 App* Div. 585; also bringang actions on groundless olaiffis; In re ^ 07 , 

196 P. 1095 , 109 Kan. 1, li; A. I.. R. 81*8. 

28. Technical defenses are unavailable to an attorney where 
ho knews his conduct ’itas ethically wrong #• .should not rely on techrdcal defenses 




cr eLiploy sorhistrj'’ in argur^nt in an attenpt to establich a superri cia l 
justification; in re Feinstein, 253^ N®- Yo S* 233 App® Div® 9^1 nor is io 
any defense that others in the same co: 5 ii^rdty have been guilty of ^e saria offense 
C® J® S* ppo Cit. Pc 761; that he \ 7 as ignorant of the law violatedji that he 
was acting for hisiself and not for another, that he acted for his client, the State; 
nor is an attorney justified in v/rongfuUy deviating fron a strict performance 
of his duty to the court because of a bona fide belief that his adversary is 
attempting to take an unfair advantage; C® J® S« Opo Cit® p» ?65o 



Bo References 

29® PSRRY A. CH/JPPy J AIKE vs® BOARD OF EYAiDirERS FOR 
IAKD.SURVEYCRS, Case A 3lli2, in Chancery Court of Davidson County® (Now before 

lith judge for hearing in period of a year®) 

30® Robert Kamenshino, Professor and Attorney, Vanderbilt 

Law School, Attorney in case A 3lU2, for plaintiff® . 

31® PERRY A. CH/RDELAJIE vs® TE^:^:SSSEE STATS UIOVERSITY 

AND UNIVSHSITY CF TE^l^SSSES, Case A 181;0, in Chancery Court of Davidson County 
(Judgment in HLaintiff *s favor; status^ imperfect appeal pleas on both sides) 

32® James ^etersan, Cn the Scjuare, Franklin, Tenn»; Attorney 

in Case A 18U0^ for Plaintiff® 

33, Court approved magnetic reel tape available from 



Plaintiff® 

3U® Jack Thompson IH, Nashville, Term; Attorney in Case 

A I81i0, for Plaintiff® 

- ^ 35o In particular, intero gat cries from Alfred Borg and 

Jerome Dane secured by Defendant ftom Ilational Science Foundation® 

360 Robert Kanenshine cade allegation before Chancellor IlLgh 



Chancery. Coui’t ox J-^a^"^dson oouiiwy 






37# Chancollor Brovrota initially offered sursaery jud^pent 
in Plaintiff’s favor^ v/as subsequently projiioted to -'^‘ppsals Court; thereafter case 
has drifted rdthcut decision throufji tr:o nore judges, and ncTz faces a foiirtho 

360 Tom Jennings, Jr^ Assistant Attorney General; defends 
Defendant in suits; sxibstitutes for Defendant; has taken sonia of Defendant’s 
prior responsibilities o 



39 o Jack Ro Dndei^TOod, Pegram Tern, Licensed Surveyor 
TTho employs Plaintiff, and who is new under attack by Defendant on spurious gromds* 
liO. L&iibers of the Board of Lxaminers for Land Surveyo?^; 
John Jo Harris; Ao Bo Tompson; L© V/o liurphy© 

l;lo Blackburn, Attorney for Jack R* Undenvood, in 






KashyUle, Tenn© 



L2o See footnote 3?o 

1j3o "I offered iir® Chapdelaine — offered to go up there 
and intercede ;tith the Board in his behalf — period© reasons© Isn’t that 
traa, Ifr© Chapdalaino?*’ ’ Quotes from Bill of Jbcccptions taken from Case A 161;0, 

Tdiera Defendant asserts before Court that he had offered to intercede with Board© 

Itlio Richard Buerger, FTanklin Attorney, who also witnessed 
some of tVia Defendant’s offers to settle on apparently spurious grounds© 

li5o Permission for full disclosure of this incident is 
pending^ after which none T/ill be divulged© 

U 60 Attachment I: better from Viharf to 2^Canless requesting 

permission to change teacher tenure lav;© 

li7© Attachment II: Lettei* from l!cCanless refusing permission 
to change teacher tenure lav;© 

1^8© Permission granted by Jim Lesar, Attorney for James 



Earl Ray, 
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Vo C2R?IFXC;iT3 jP ACCUPJ.CI AI.TI PAUI^'S [CLTd ^ 

A« Cert:lXicat8 or accuracy 

5E:T-'h?/ 

I hereby ^^that the Toregoing^^^^id attachments, are 

correct and accurate to the best of tsy knor/ledgaoC 1 wy ^ 

‘ "Poi*i*y “ 

// ^ 

V/itnessed and subscribed bcfbre me this , '1975* I^otary Public* 



Jtjr Conmdssion Hbcpires fY’7^^ 






B* Pau3^r>3 Oath 

I hereby avovr and knc\7n that I an a Painer, ^ 

having no resources of any signiiicanceo ^ ^ 

Chapdeli ina ^ 

\7itnessed and subscribed before me this /^{ *i rc A ^ a 1975» Notaiy Public© 

15/ Cocnission Saroir 
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1 ca occi03i23 four c^ics of "Pollclca of tJ:o Stcto' Scard of Pduic£ioa'’ -> -. -.. - 

I=?lc«ut-r .3 Caa?£or 252, Pablia Acta of I?31, An AaC to AutUoriac ar^ ■ -ir' • 
Hequiro the State Bcarc of Ed-jccticn to .SsfcablSali A SyoCcaj of Tanuro'-. . - ! "-V •' ’ =.‘‘- 
tha State Collesco crei tTrivoroftSea’ C-ias cl ;3 Coatroi ^ ■! 'C' ■ ,; 3 -' 
Defia:> o Toac'asr (Aa Csiffiad In Sactioa 49-U21 ‘‘l!'? ‘ 

Tcimaasee Coda Aanotatod).- TI-.aae are seat for ySr '■ . ' A' ' 

^e/Acw and appwwsl aa to lesallty ia eccotdancc with the provlaloao"''* ' ' ' 
of Section 4-50i tMoush 4-5C5, ToanesGea Coda Annotated, " ‘ .;.-vi '• 

Polidy.wm bo filed with ^ a 

• • • '■ ■- ' . • • • : r V\ . • 

Clr^oroly youro, 

. * 



J* H. I7arf, Chaiv=zn • * "• 

Hczxd oZ Hduc^tloxi 
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JHT7/J3 

Hnclosuros 
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Honorable J, H. Warf, Chairman 
State Board of Education 
Cordell Hull Building 
Nashville, Tennessee j 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 



oci»ur» AT»oj»»*et3 ccnt^.AV 
HtLTOM r». r.\cz 
tHOMAO ^ rox 

ASCICT^mT ATTOJ»»C 1fO eC>«S*Mi 
A03CAT D. Miuuca 
^OS McCAflV 

CLH£A O. OA'/tZS, JX 
NVIULIAM U.OPOOK3 
OAVI9 V/. McHACXtN 
PAUL C. J£NNIN03 
AtaCMT D. NOiu, Zr 
LVftrOH COOO^ASTUnC. JRi 

noocnr H. po3C»t3 

LANCC D. CVAMS 

c. MAYcs coON;:r 

W. COLLIN6 aoNoa 




I have just received your letter of May 20, 
1969, with which you sent me copies of a draft of 
rules and regulations relating to the tenure of college 
and university teachers under the State Board, Before 
considering them further, I should like for you to give 
me your' views about the Board *s right to revise the 
regul^ipns at this time in view of the provision in^ 
Section 49-1421, Tennessee Code Annotated, that the 
Board will promulgate and publish its rules and regula- 
tions on or before September 1, 1961. 



Yours very truly, 

George F. McCanless, 
Attorney General 



GFMcC/sb 






